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Research  studies  are  special  reports  to  military  management.  They 
are  usually  prepared  to  meet  requests  for  research  results  bearing  on 
specific  management  problems.  A  limited  distribution  is  mads --primarily 
to  the  operating  agencies  directly  involved. 


FCRBWORD 


The  GIA10!I];  IMDSRS  Talk  oonduets  raiaarch  to  Inprova  lelectlon  proae- 
durei  for  tbi  Uhited  States  Military  Academy  and  other  primary  csff ioer 
proourement  programs,  with  emphails  on  problems  of  Identifying  leadership 
potential  and  career  motivation  among  the  applloante> 

Since  early  In  World  War  II,  research  on  selection  for  the  USMA,  the 
Reserve  Officers  Training  Corps,  and  Officer  Candidate  Schools  has  been 
continuous,  resulting  In  the  development  and  successive  refinement  of  in¬ 
struments  and  procedures  for  each  procurement  source •  The  Increasing  Im¬ 
portance  of  the  RCTC  training  program  as  a  major  source  of  men  for  oommla- 
slonlng  as  second  lieutenants  in  the  Regular  Amy  and  in  the  Reserve  and 
recent  expansion  of  the  OCS  program  have  required  the  updating  of  selection 
procedures  and  the  development  of  new  valid  predictors  of  officer  training 
and  duty  perfozmnce. 

The  present  publication  reports  on  a  portion  of  Subtask  o,  "Inproved 
OCS  Selectors",  FY  1968  Work  Program,  and  describes  a  review  of  procedures 
and  Instruments  used  by  OCS  selection  boards  in  ths  standardized  Interview 
and  final  evaluation  of  applicants  for  OCS  training* 


S.  UHLAnSR,  Pireotor 
Behavioral  Science 
Research  Laboratory 
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BRIEF 


Ragulreoant : 

To  revlev  pi’»otloeB  In  the  ooo&uot  of  tbs  OCS  Board  Intsrvlsv  and 
dsflns  problemi  oonnsotsd  with  use  of  tbs  intervlev  to  Obtain  standardized 
asasuret  of  the  applicant's  skill  In  interpersonal  relations. 


nroosdure : 

A  qLUABtlonnalre  dealing  with  the  board  intervlev  as  a  oonponent  of 
OCS  seleotlon  vas  oompleted  in  Septeniber  and  October  1966  by-  286  officers 
serving  on  OCS  Examining  Boards  at  21  major  Azuy  Installations.  Ctffloer 
responses  to  Objeotl-ve  questions  were  analyzed  statistically.  Con-bent 
analysis  was  applied  In  the  case  of  responses  to  open-end  questions  and 
ocoBQsntB  received. 


Findings : 

The  Interview  was  considered  a  useful  screening  device  by  97  percent 
of  the  off  leers  surveyed.  The  interview  evaluations  were  considered  par¬ 
ticularly  important  In  maintaining  quality  of  OCS  Input  from  the  recruit 
population. 

Sixty  percent  Indioated  the  board  Interview  should  be  required  of  all 
applicants  I  3?  percent  that  It  could  be  waived  for  senior  HCOs,  Warrant 
Cf f leers «  and  college  graduates  with  specialized  training. 

Bight  charaoteristios  were  identified  as  critical  in  evaluating  appli¬ 
cants:  general  career  motlvatloni  ability  to  express  ideas  suid  formulate 
opinions,  reasoning  and  practical  Judgment,  moral  integrity,  background, 
poise  and  self  confidence,  specialized  knowledge,  appearance.  Of  these, 
expressi-ve  ability,  poise  and  self-confidence,  and  appearance  were  con¬ 
sidered  easlent  to  Judge  in  the  interview. 

Changes  In  the  Intervlev  reoconended  by  substantial  numbers  of 
officers  -were: 

1.  Revision  or  elimination  of  evaluations  scored  in  Fart  I. 

2.  Provision  for  revlev  of  -bhs  applicant's  mllltazy  and  civilian 
record  prior  to  the  intervlev. 

3.  More  relaxed  lafomal  atmosphere. 

4.  Updating  of  latHkpyifcy .0  » 


IftUlzatlon  o£  Kitidlrigs : 


Ctfflaer  reaction  supported  continued  use  of  the  hoard  Interview  In 
the  final  eoreening  of  0C3  applicants.  ?re -Interview  review  of  the 
applicant 'a  record  hy  board  off  leers  and  aiinplifioatlon  of  the  quantita¬ 
tive  evaluations  required  are  planned  changes.  The  problem  situations 
presented  the  applicant  will  be  modified  by  BESRL  to  give  more  eophaals 
to  motivational  factors  and  expressive  ability. 


REVIEW  CF  CCS  OTEBVIEW  PRUCEDUBEa 


Tbe  three  primary  aources  from  which  the  Amor  c^taLns  Junior  offloers 
are:  (1)  the  Reserve  Officer  Training  Corps  (Rd'Ci  Senior  Dlvlalou 
Program);  (2)  the  United  States  Military  Academy  (USMA);  and  (?)  the 
Officer  CaMldate  Schools  (OCS).  Arevlous  research  conducted  by  the  U.  3. 
Amy  Behavioral  Science  Research  Laboratory,  dating  back  to  World  War  II, 
resulted  In  the  development,  improvement,  and  implementation  of  tests  of 
mental  ability,  physical  proficiency,  cadet  motivation,  and  leadership 
potential,  adapted  to  the  specific  needs  of  each  officer  proeuremen'^'  pro- 
greffl<  Changes  In  the  OCS  program  in  recent  years  have  created  an  urgent 
requirement  to  update  selection  instruments  and  adapt  them  for  recruit 
input  which  constitutes  the  bulk  of  current  applicants  for  OCS. 

There  was  a  gradual  expansion  in  the  XS  program  from  i'Y  i960  to 
PY  196?  with  annual  enrollment  rising  from  IO38  to  A  marked  expan¬ 

sion  occurred  in  PY  1966  with  the  activation  of  tbe  Engineer,  Signal, 

Armor,  Quartermaster,  Transportation,  and  Ordnance  XS  to  supplement  out¬ 
put  from  the  Infantry  and  Artillery  XS.  Annual  enrollment  rose  to  3,078 
la  FY  1966  and  to  23,81?  In  FY  19^7.  To  meet  heavy  Input  demands,  salso- 
tlon  was  primarily  from  recruit  sources :  college  graduates  applying  under 
the  enlistment  option  and  other  applicants  at  Reception  Stations  and  In 
basic  training  who  bad  completed  high  school.  In  the  reduced  XS  program 
which  vent  into  effect  In  Aufmt  I907,  recruit  input  was  limited  to  collage 
graduates  who  will  comprise  oO  percent  of  the  total  input  in  FY  I966;  the 
remaining  20  percent  of  the  input  will  be  limited  to  In-service  personnel 
who  have  been  In  service  more  than  12  months. 

The  XS  selection  Inatrumenus  currently  in  use  were  developed  on  the 
basis  of  research  conducted  from  1941  to  19?6  ^  The  selection  procedures 
provide  for  initial  screening  on  mental  teats  (the  General  Teohnioal 
Aptltuda  Area  and  the  Officer  Candidate  Test)  and  final  screening  on  three 
leadership  measures:  (l)  tlM  Officer  Leadership  Board  Interview,  OIB-1; 
(2)  tbe  Officer  LeadersUp  Qualification  Inventory,  OU-l;  and  (?)  the 
Officer  Lsadershlp  Qualification  Report,  OLR-1.  The  latter  is  a  rating 
form  used  exclusively  in  screening  XS  applicants  serving  in  duty  asslgn- 
aauts.  Such  applioante  have  oonetltuted  only  a  small  percentage  of  XS 
input  sinoe  FY  1966.  In  recent  research  to  update  the  XS  selection 
inatruments,  replacement  teste  were  developed  for  the  Officer  Leadership 
Qualification  Inventory  and  tbe  Xflcer  Candidate  Test.  The  new  tests  are 
used  operationally  during  FY  1968  on  an  interim  basis  until  tbelr  validity 
can  be  determined  in  subsequent  research.  Tbe  instruments  are  desoribad 
in  Appendix  A. 


^Kotula,  L.  J.  and  Higgerty,  Helen  H.  Research  on  tbe  selection  of 
officer  candidates  and  cadets.  Technical  Rssearob  Report  1146.  U.  S. 
An^  Behavioral  Science  Research  Laboratory.  May  1966. 


Reoearch  waa  also  undertaken  to  refine  OCd  board  interview  procedureo. 
This  research  required  a  prelimiiuiry  n-v'lew  of  board  iutex'view  pi’oceclureij 
and  probieruo  involved  in  duroenin^  applicants,  ixartieularly  recruits. 
Resulto  obtained  in  the  preliminary  review,  aummarizea  in  the  present 
publication,  will  be  taken  into  consideration  in  revision  of  the  board 
interview.  Until  the  research  is  completed,  the  board  interview  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  be  used  in  the  final  screening  of  OCS  applicants  as  noted  in  the 
following  section. 


THE  OCd  BQAHII  INTERVIEW  AS  USED  IN  PY  I968 

The  board  interview  is  conducted  in  two  parts  by  an  examining  board 
of  three  to  five  officers.  In  the  first  part  of  the  Interview  (approxi¬ 
mately  30  minutes),  the  applicant  is  evaluated  on  his  uoillty  to  deal  with 
a  series  of  miniature  Interpersonal  situations.  He  is  put  at  ease  and 
then  presented  informally  with  selected  problem  situations  for  discussion, 
judging  from  his  manner  in  discussing  each  problem,  he  is  evaluated  on 
specific  characteristics  (List  A,  Table  1).  In  the  past,  evaluations  by 
the  board  members  were  averaged  to  obtain  a  total  score  for  this  part  of 
the  interview.  Operational  use  of  this  score  has  been  suspended  pending 
modification  of  the  interview  procedures. 

In  the  second  part  of  the  interview,  the  board  reviews  the  appli> 
cant's  entire  record  (civilian  and  military)  and  makes  a  final  recommenda¬ 
tion  to  accept  or  reject  the  applicant.  A  favorable  board  recommendation, 
in  addition  to  qualification  on  the  other  selection  Instruments,  Is  essen¬ 
tial  to  selection.  Pinal  selection  of  0C3  applicants  is  made  by  Army 
commanders  following  a  review  of  the  applicant's  record. 

In  essence,  the  main  purpose  of  the  board  Interview  is  to  obtain 
objective  evaluations  of  one  aspect  of  behavlor--the  applicant's  ability 
to  deal  with  people.  A  30-minute  standardized  Interview  of  this  type  has 
been  demonstrated  through  research  to  be  valid  for  this  purpose,  but  not 
for  other  purposes  such  as  estimating  intelligence  or  technical  competence. 

The  board  interview  had  established  validity  when  used  as  intended. 
Comments  received  from  operating  personnel,  however,  indicate  that  theri 
is  considerable  variation  among  boards  in  the  conduct  of  the  interview 
and  in  the  relative  emphasis  placed  on  the  two  parts  of  the  interview. 

The  net  effect  of  such  variation  is  to  reduce  the  validity  of  the  inter¬ 
view.  The  heavy  interviewing  load  currently  being  placed  on  many  boards 
would  also  tend  to  reduce  the  validity  of  the  interview. 

In  view  of  these  considerations ,  scoring  of  Fart  I  of  the  interview 
has  been  suspended  until  appropriate  adjustments  can  be  made  to  insure 
uniform  interviewing  procedures  which  would  be  acceptable  to  OCS  Examining 
Boards.  In  FY  I968,  the  board  interview  is  used  in  conjunction  with  other 
instruments  as  indicated  in  Table  2.  The  Officer  Qualification  Inventory, 
OQI-1,  and  the  board  interview  are  the  basic  leadership  selection  instru¬ 
ments  for  all  applicants.  However,  applicants  in  duty  aoBlgninents  obtaining 


-  2  - 


a  favorable  rating  from  unit  comoanders  on  tbs  Officer  Leadership  Quallfl 
oation  Report^  OlR-lj  will  be  given  bonus  credits  to  be  added  to  their 
OQI-1  score  as  follows: 

Om»l  Score  Credit  added  to  Oftl-l  score 

100-109  1 

110-119  2 

120-129  5 

130-139  4 

140-149  5 


Table  1 

PART  I  CF  THE  BQftHD  INTERVIEW 


A.  Characteristics  evaluated  in  Sections  A,  B,  and  C,  Interview  Record: 

1.  Appeeuranoe 

2.  Voice  quality 

3.  Facial  expression 
4«  Manner 

3*  Cooperation 

6,  Ccaposure 

7.  Word  selection 

6.  Language  organization 
9«  Objectivity 

1^/pe  at  evaluation: 

Seotlon  A.  Ten  word  desoriptlons  presented  for  each  oharacter- 
istloj  raters  check  as  many  word  descriptions  as  apply  to  the  applicant. 

Section  B.  Eight  word  descriptions  presented  for  each  charaoter- 
istlo;  raters  check  the  one  that  bast  describes  tlis  applicant. 

Section  C.  Each  of  the  characteristics  is  rated  on  a  fivr^-polnt 
scale  ranging  from  extremely  favorable  to  extremely  uxif avorable . 

5.  Characteristics  evaluated  in  Section  Df  Interview  Record: 

Ability  to  deal  with  enlisted  men 
Ability  to  deal  with  Junior  officers 
Ability  to  deal  with  superior  officers 

Bach  cbaraoterlstloe  Is  rated  on  a  five -point  scale  ranging  from 
unsuitable  to  outstanding. 

C.  Characteristic  evaluated  in  Section  E,  Interview  Record: 

Ability  to  deal  with  people  In  general 

This  characteristic  is  rated  on  a  20-potot  scale  ranging  from 
lowest  quarter  to  highest  quarter. 


Table  2 


SEIECTION  REQUmEI'lEIfra  FOR  OCiJ  IK  FY  I968 


Qualifying  Scores 

for  Various  Programs 

Recruits 

others 

Bnllstment 

Option 

Reception 

Stations 

Basic 

Training 

Applicants  in 
Duty  Assignment, 
Army  Reservists 

A,  Mantal  Screening 
Instruments 

1.  General  Technical 

Aptitude  Area,  OT 

110 

110 

110 

no 

2.  Officer  Candidate 

Test,  OCT-3 

B.  Leadership  Screening 
Instruments 

1.  Officer  duallfi- 
oation  Inventory, 

115 

115 

115 

115 

Odl-l 

2i  Officer  Leader¬ 
ship  Qualifica¬ 
tion  Report, 

75 

75 

75 

75 

Credit  points 
given  for  scores 

OIR-1 

3.  Officer  Leader¬ 
ship  Board 

M 

m 

1 

above  100 

Interview,  OIB-1 

Favorable  board  recommendation  for  all  programs 
_ 1 _ 
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BASIC  COr^IDEiiATIONS  IIJ  THE  HEVIEW  OF 
BC/U’D  m'KRV  lKW  H<a:KDURKS 

Board  interview  procedures  and  problems  were  reviewed  on  the  basis  of 
questionnaire  data  collected  from  tsembers  of  OC3  Examining  Boards.  The  CX:S 
Board  Review  Form  was  designed  to  provide  Information  on  such  questions  as ; 

What  is  the  general  attitude  of  board  members  about  the  board 
Interview  and  its  effectiveness  as  a  screening  device? 

Should  the  board  interview  be  waived  for  any  special  groups 
of  applicants? 

What  personal  characteristics  are  primarily  considered  in 
evaluating  applicants^  particularly  recruits,  in  the  course 
of  the  board  interview? 

To  what  extent  can  these  characterlctics  be  adequately 
observed  and  evaluated  in  the  board  interview? 

What  changes,  If  any,  should  be  made  in  board  interview 
procedures  to  Improve  their  effectiveness? 

Completed  questionnaires  were  collected  by  mail  in  Septeniber  and 
October  I966  from  a  total  of  236  officers  serving  on  OCS  Examining  Boards 
at  21  major  Army  installations  which  process  the  buUc  of  OCS  applicants 
throughout  CONUS  (see  Appendix  B).  All  Army  areas  were  included  to  insure 
that  the  data  would  refloat  representative  opinion  throughout  COmjB. 

In  the  analysis  of  the  questionnaire  data,  item  response  frequencies 
and  percentage  values  (p-values)  were  computed  for  objective  or  multlple- 
oholoe  items  (Items  1,  2,  and  4,  Section  III).  On  the  remaining  items> 
which  were  open-ended  in  nature,  analysis  was  in  terms  of  recurring  re¬ 
sponses  or  thetoss  with  response  frequencies  and  p-values  computed  whenever 
possible. 


ANALYSIS  OF  QUESTIONNAIRE  DATA 

Significant  statistics  are  presented  as  they  relate  to  (l)  general 
acceptance  of  the  board  interview  as  a  screening  device;  (2)  personal 
oharacteristlcs  considered  in  evaluating  applicants;  (3)  revision  con¬ 
sidered  necessary  for  Improving  board  ..ntervlew  procedures.  Item 
statistics  obtained  in  the  analysis  of  the  OCS  Board  Review  Form  are 
presented  in  Appendix  C. 


m  ^  wm 
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GBNERAL  ACCEPTANCE  OF'  THE  HQAitD  I  Ifi'Eav  iEW 


Interview  deacribed  as  a  uacful  aci'c-enlnK  device  (item  1<  Section  lV)t 
SeepondantB  were  instructed  to  tndicato  what  they  considered  to  be  the 
primary  value  of  the  board  interview  in  screening  CCS  applicants #  Content 
analysis  revealed  only  two  general  categories  oi'  response.  Ninety-seven 
percent  of  the  respondents  described  the  Interview  as  a  useful  screening 
device  (weeds  out  obviously  unl'it^  provides  additional  information  not 
covered  by  other  sslectora^  etc.)^  whereas  only  1.^  percent  of  the  re¬ 
spondents  indicated  that  the  board  interview  had  little  or  no  value  as  a 
screening  device. 

Interview  a}aould  be  waived  for  siieclal  groups  only  (Item  5i  Section  II ). 
Bsspondents  were  Instructed  to  indicate  whether  or  not  the  board  Interview 
should  he  waived  for  any  special  group  of  applicants.  Sixty  percent  indi¬ 
cated  that  the  board  interview  should  be  req.ixlred  for  all  groups  of  appli¬ 
cants ,  while  55  i)ercent  indicated  that  it  shoiild  be  waived  only  for  special 
groups  such  as  senior  NCOs,  warrant  officers,  and  college  graduates  with 
professional  training.  Only  2  percent  ivicomittended  that  the  board  interview 
should  be  eliminated. 

Interview  accepted  with  or  without  modifications  (item  2,  Section  IV ) . 
Respondents  were  Inatrucfeed  to  indicate  any  changes  they  would  reconuoend 
to  increase  the  effectiveness  of  tne  board  interview  procedures.  Ninety- 
five  percent  of  the  respondents  either  accepted  the  board  interview  with¬ 
out  modlfioatlons  (11?  respondents)  or  suggested  modifications  to  improve 
its  effectiveness  (15^  respondents).  Only  1.5  percent  recommended  elimina¬ 
tion  of  the  board  interview.  The  remaining  5.5  percent  omitted  the  Item. 
Recommendations  made  by  respondents  are  discussed  in  detail  In  a  later 
section  of  this  report. 

Quality  of  recruit  applicants  viewed  with  special  concern.  According 
to  supplementary  oanments  on  all  three  items  described  above,  heavy  appli¬ 
cant  quotas  Imposed  on  unit  commanders  have  resulted  In  referrals  of  a 
large  nuaiher  of  recruit  applicants  who  are  oitlier  not  motivated  for  (XS 
or  who,  by  board  interview  standards,  are  not  prepared  for  OGS.  As  a  con¬ 
sequence,  screening  on  the  basis  of  the  board  Interview  is  considered  all 
the  more  necessary.  In  addition,  respondents  indicated  that  recruit 
applicants  were  the  most  difficult  group  to  evaluiate  in  the  board  inter¬ 
view  (item  4,  Section  II).  Slxty-slx  iJercent  of  the  respondents  identified 
recruits  as  ttaa  moat  difficult  group  to  evaluate,  as  compered  with  19  percent 
who  identified  NCOa  and  other  special  groups  (shy,  withdrawn,  etc.).  Other 
responee  categories  vert  t  no  group  difficult  evaluate  and  unable 
caspare. 


PERSONAL  CHARACTERISTICS  CONSIDERED  IN  EVALUATING  APPLICANTS 

Oharaoteristics  derived  from  free  responses  (item  2,  Section  II ). 
Respondents  were  Instructed  to  state  on  what  basis  they  Judged  an  appli¬ 
cant's  maturity  in  the  board  interview.  From  a  content  analysis  of  the 


reaponaes,  seven  personal  cMracter Jatlcs  were  Identified  (List  A, 

Table  3)*  These  characterlntlRn  are  rank-ordered  on  the  basis  of  the 
number  of  respondents  referring  to  each  cli/i  u-teriatlc.  Expressive  ability 
lability  to  express  Ideas  and  formulate  opinions )  and  general  motivation 
(Initiative  and  plans  for  self -improvement )  are  ranlted  at  the  top 
(mentioned  by  128  and  112  respondents,  respectively),  while  the  other 
characteristics  (intelligence,  background  factors,  appearance,  poise  and 
self-confidence,  and  specialized  knowledge)  appear  to  be  of  secondary 
linportance  (mentioned  by  from  29  to  kk  respondents). 

Characteristics  covered  In  Items  1  and  h.  Section  III.  From  responses 
to  these  items,  the  relative  importance'  of  ten  specified  characteristics 
In  evaluating  applicants  in  the  board  Interview  was  determined.  Five 
characteriatlcs  identified  as  criteria  of  maturity  (List  A,  Table  3)  were 
included  among  the  ten:  expressive  ability,  motivation  for  OCS  (which 
can  be  subsumed  under  general  motivation),  practical  Jud^nent  or  intelli- 
gence,  poise  and  self-confidence,  and  appearance. 

In  Item  1,  reepondents  were  asked  to  state  to  what  extent  they  relied 
on  each  characteristic  (very  little,  to  some  extent,  a  great  deal)  in 
their  evaluations.  Responses  provided  a  basis  for  an  Index  to  the  general 
importance  of  each  characteristic.  The  percentage  of  respondents  Indicat¬ 
ing  that  they  relied  on  a  given  characteristic  "a  great  deal"  was  ocoputed. 
The  ten  characteristics,  rank-ordered  on  this  index,  are  presented  as 
Llet  B,  Table 

Item  Section  III,  asked  the  respondents  to  select  the  oharaoter- 
Istlos  on  which  they  rely  primarily  In  determining  whether  a  recruit  has 
adequate  officer  potential.  The  percentage  of  respondents  selecting  each 
characteristic  was  computed  as  a  "recruit"  Importance  Index. 

The  characteristics  were  generally  ranked  In  the  same  order  on  the 
basis  of  the  "recruit"  importance  Index  as  on  the  basis  of  the  general 
Importance  index.  Four  characteristics  previously  identified  as  criteria 
of  maturity  are  ranked  at  the  top  on  both  indexes:  motivation,  expressive 
ability,  practical  Judgment,  and  poise  and  self -corf  Idence.  The  other 
characteristics  In  List  5  appear  to  be  of  minor  iiiportanoe  In  evaluating 
recruits  (the  recruit  importance  iirdex  was  .35  and  above  for  characteristics 
1  through  4  as  compared  with  .16  and  below  for  oharacterlstics  3  through  10. 

Cbaraoteristlne  derived  from  free  responses  to  Item  i.  Section  III. 
Respondents  were  Instructed  to  report  any  additional  characteristics  they 
considered  important  in  evaluating  applloante.  The  additional  character- 
letios,  identified  by  content  analysis,  are  rank-ordered  on  the  basis  of 
response  frequency  in  List  C,  Table  3.  This  list  includes  only  one 
characteristic  (moral  Integrity)  not  rapres'^nted  in  Lists  A  or  B.  Blxpres- 
slve  ability,  general  motivation,  end  intelligence  were  reported  as  addi¬ 
tional  charaoterletlos  although  they  were  Included  In  List  B  (respondents 
generally  referred  to  specific  aspects  of  these  characteristics  rather 
than  using  the  terms  themselves). 


Integration  of  Llete  A,  B,  and  C.  Considering  all  the  item  data  in 
Lists  A,  B,  and  C,  relating  to  the  In^portance  of  characteristics,  a  total 
of  eight  characteristics  emerge  as  critioui  in  evaluating  applicants  in 
the  board  interview: 

It  Oenoral  motivation  (motivatluo  for  OCS,  determination,  plans  and 
goals  for  self-improvement) 

2t  Expressive  ability  (ability  to  express  ideas  and  formulate 
opinions ) 

Intelligence  (reasoning  and  practical  Judgment  demonstrated  In 
discussing  problem  situations) 

4.  Moral  integrity  (alnoarity,  self-discipline) 

Background  (education,  experience,  etc.) 

6t  Poise  and  self-confidence 

7t  Specialized  knowledge  (current  events,  military  affairs) 

8,  Appearance 

Illustrations  of  deficiencies  in  these  characteristics  as  noted  by  OCS 
Examining  Boards  are  guotod  In  Appendix  D,  Of  the  eight  characteristics, 
general  motivation  and  expressive  ability  appear  to  be  the  moat  critical. 

Although  no  validity  data  were  obtained  in  this  study  relating  tbs 
integrated  list  of  characteristics  to  performance  in  OCS,  there  are  indi¬ 
cations  that  the  characteristics  are  generally  related  to  performance  in 
ROTC  training.  In  a  preliminary  review  of  RC^C  selection  procedures, 
currently  in  progress,  questionnaire  data  cbtalnsd  from  professors  cf 
military  science  suggest  that  they  rely  on  essentially  the  same  set  of 
characteristics,  with  the  exception  of  expressive  ability.  In  differenti¬ 
ating  between  effective  and  ineffective  RCTC  students.  Considering  the 
relative  unimportance  of  expressive  ability  in  advanced  RCfTC  training,  it 
is  possible  that  ROTC  students  are  screened  or  develop  ccmpetence  on  this 
characteristic  in  the  course  of  their  college  training  and  ROTC  training. 

Difficulty  of  evaluatlna  chBu-aoteristlcs  based  on  responses  to  Item  2, 
Section  !c^I.  Respondents  were  instructed  to  identify  two  character Istlos 
In  tist  B,  Table  which  they  cotulderod  to  be  the  most  difficult  to 
observe  and  evaluate  in  the  board  interview,  A  dlffioulty  index 'ms  ocm- 
puted  based  on  responses  to  this  item:  percentage  of  respondents  who 
identified  a  given  characteristic  as  oiS.  ^  bhe  two  most  difficult  to 
observe  yd  evaluate .  The  difficulty  index  was  found  to  be  relatively 
high  (.28  and  a^ove^  in  the  case  of  five  charaoterlstlos  (motivation  for 
OCS,  practical  Judgment  or  intelligence,  tact,  understanding,  and  physical 
coordination)  and  relatively  low  (.0?  and  below)  In  the  case  of  the  other 
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olmraoteristloa .  Considering  onl^  the  ohAreoterlstlcs  identified  as 
orltloal  In  the  previous  analysis,  expressive  ability,  poise  and  self- 
confidence,  and  appearauice  appear  to  be  easy  to  obearve  and  evaluate  in 
the  board  intervlev  as  oonpared  with  motivation  for  OCS  and  praotloal 
judfoent  or  IntelUgenoe. 

Criteria  need  to  evaluating  mrtlyatlon  (r^  3»ptlon  II). 
Beapondents  were  inixruoted  to  indloate  on  vhat  basis  they  Judged  an 
applloaat's  noblvation  for  OCS.  Content  analysis  at  responsss  showed 
that  respondents  Identify  poorly  activated  epplloante  on  the  basis  of 
suoh  factors  as  took  of  expressed  Interest  to  OCS,  personal  or  sslfish 
reasons  for  going  to  OCS  (prestige,  prlvilagee),  and  itolted  Information 
about  the  OCS  program  and  officers  to  general. 


BICOMMCBDAXIONS  FCR  REVISION  CP  BOARD  INIERVISVr  IROCBDURBS 

It  vas  previously  reported  that  9$  peroent  of  the  respondents  Indl- 
oated  that  they  aoesptod  tha  board  Interview  with  or  without  modlfloatlon. 
A  total  of  1^4  respondents  oontrlbutsd  one  or  more  reocmmendstions . 

Content  analysis  of  tbsss  rsoomaendations  showed  that  toey  related  to 
soresntog  prior  to  the  board  Interview  as  well  as  soreentog  on  tbs  basis 
at  the  board  intervlev  Iteelf . 

She  largest  nuoiber  of  rsoommendations  (l68)  ware  oonoerned  with  tbs 
improvement  of  soreentog  prooedures  prior  to  tbs  board  Interview  through 
more  careful  orientation  and  seleotlon  of  applicants  at  the  unit  level  and 
preferably  after  oompletlon  at  baslo  training.  It  was  understood  that  the 
heavy  reorultnsnt  of  epplloante  at  Reoeption  Stations  and  Training  Centers 
preoludad  any  signlfloant  soreentog  at  the  unit  level,  partloulerly  to 
view  of  the  heavy  pressure  applied  In  recruiting  all  personnel  who  qualify 
mentally  regardless  of  their  motivation  and  previous  record. 

A  total  at  100  reoonmendatlons  related  to  the  oonduot  of  the  Inter¬ 
view  Itself.  The  following  recommendations  were  listed  with  the  greatest 
frequency  by  respondenta: 


Freouenoy 


Revision  or  elimination  of  the  evaluations 

aoored  In  Fart  I  of  the  Interview  36 

Provision  for  e  review  of  individual  reoorde 

prior  to  the  Interview  24 

Arovlalon  for  a  more  relaxed,  informal 

atmoepbare  23 

Revision  or  updating  of  problem  situations  13 
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The  renuiiuluc  reeoimiuui.l: tiou:j  (^i-5)  wen:  foncci'i.ujd  with  the  coinpot^i- 
tion  of  oca  Kxeunlnlng  Dourdc  and  tlie  intervlewint;  uchedulo :  Make  boardo 
permanent,  require  more  field  grade  ofl’icerB  and  more  OCJ  groduateo  to 
serve  on  boardo,  reduce  interviewing  schedule  to  oix  applicanto  or  leoo 
a  day. 


GENERAL  GONSIDEnATIONa  REVISION  a’  THE  BOARD  UmiRVIEV/ 

The  expansion  of  the  0C3  program  has  reoulted  in  a  marlcod  change  in 
the  type  of  applicant  being  recruited  for  the  program.  In  the  past, 
applicants  have  been  primarily  career -motivated  NCOs  who  were  screened 
with  respect  to  leadership  potential  prior  to  the  board  interview  on  the 
basis  of  the  Officer  Leadership  Cjuallfioation  Report.  At  the  present 
tdjRio,  the  applicants  are  primarily  recruits  who  cannot  be  screened  on 
this  basis  under  current  recruitment  conditions.  Screening  In  their  case 
is  necessarily  limited  to  qualification  on  the  Officer  Qualification 
Inventory  and  the  board  Interview.  The  questionnaire  data  obtained  In 
the  present  study  support  continued  use  of  the  board  interview  in  the 
final  screening  of  0C3  applicants.  Hoivever,  appropriate  revisions  will 
need  to  be  made  to  permit  more  careful  screening  of  recruit  applicants. 

The  revisions  most  strongly  indicated  by  the  questionnaire  data 
relate  to  the  objective  evaluations  obtained  in  Part  I  of  the  interview 
(suspended  in  FY  68  with  the  implementation  of  the  interim  OCS  selection 
battery).  More  emphasis  needs  to  be  plsced  on  motivational  factors 
(Including  motivation  for  OCS),  expressive  ability,  and  other  character¬ 
istics  considered  to  be  critical  by  OCS  Examining  Boards  in  their  final 
evaluation  of  applicants  in  Part  II  of  the  interview.  To  provide  for 
increased  emphasis  on  these  cliaracteristlcs,  some  modification  in  the 
problem  situatione  and  topics  discussed  during  the  interview  will  be  re¬ 
quired.  In  its  present  form,  the  board  Interview  falls  to  provide  any 
check  at  all  on  motivational  factors,  although  it  is  clear  from  the 
questionnaire  data  that  motivation  for  OCS  has  been  Introduced  as  a  dis¬ 
cussion  topic  In  the  interview  by  raoct  0C3  Examining  Boards.  In  generel, 
discussion  problems  and  topics  reluting  to  current  events,  international 
affairs,  and  military  matters  would  be  of  most  concern  to  0C3  Examining 
Boards,  provided  the  topics  are  in  the  realm  of  experleiice  of  recruit 
applicants . 

In  the  revision  of  the  evaluation  system,  it  is  doubtful  that  the 
two-part  interview  will  be  retained  in  its  present  form.  The  queatldn- 
naire  data  strongly  indicate  that  OCS  ExEuiiining  Boards  cannot  adequately 
evaluate  the  motivation  and  maturity  of  applicants  in  a  vacuiun,  without 
reference  to  all  available  information  about  the  applicant,  including  his 
background  and  experience.  As  a  minimum,  a  review  of  a  personal  history 
form  completed  by  the  applicant  should  be  made  an  integral  part  of  the 
interview  Itself  prior  to  any  evaluation  of  the  applicant.  A  major 
problem  Is  how  to  avoid  introducing  bias --displacing  attention  from 
personality  variables  to  intellective  factors  better  measured  outside 
the  board  interview. 
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A  QM-part  lnt«rviewi  Halted  to  approxioately  thirty  olnutei,  Is 
virtually  a  naoaialty  In  view  of  the  Intervlevlng  load  lopoaed  on  many  OCS 
Sxaalnlng  Boards.  At  the  saaa  tlooi  evaluation  and  soorlng  req,ulrenenta 
should  be  aloplified  and  held  to  a  mlnlaum.  In  this  reapeot;  global  or 
auamary  ratings  would  be  nore  desirable  than  detailed  evaluations  of  the 
type  ourrently  used  In  Fart  I  of  the  Interview  whloh  require  the  use  of 
several  worksheets.  For  cxaqplei  ourrent  evaluations  of  voloe  quality 
and  word  aelsotloa«  whloh  oan  be  considered  fragmentary  in  nature  as 
Indloators  of  expressive  ability^  oould  be  replaced  by  a  global  evalua¬ 
tion  of  expressive  ability  Itself,  particularly  since  this  ability  Is 
considered  relatively  easy  for  OCS  boards  to  evaluate.  Motivation  and 
practical  Judgpwnt  require  special  attention,  since  they  are  considered 
relatively  difficult  to  evaluate  in  the  board  interview. 

Farhsps  the  nost  difficult  problea  faced  by  OCS  Sxaminlng  Boards 
during  tbs  period  of  the  survey  was  the  evaluation  of  recruit  applicants, 
particularly  recent  high  school  graduates  with  Halted  education,  back¬ 
ground,  and  experience.  It  is  considered  doubtful  that  the  board  inter¬ 
view  oan  be  sufficiently  refined  to  permit  other  than  crude  screening  of 
this  type  of  applicant.  Frca  this  staxidpolnt*  it  would  be  desirable  to 
retain  the  ourrent  policy  of  rastrlcting  recruit  input  to  collage  graduates. 
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APPENDIX  A 


INSXRUMBNIS  USED  IN  CCS  SELECTION  IN  ADDITION  TO  THE  BOARD  INTERVIEW 


Qffloer  Candidate  Testj  OCT -3 

0CT>3i  developed  to  replace  OCT-1  and  OCT-S  as  a  mental  screening 
Instrument  for  the  CCS  program,  is  a  converted  form  of  the  ROTC  C^uallfying 
Examination,  RQ-7,  which  was  previously  used  as  a  selector  for  the  Advanced 
Couree  In  the  Senior  Division  ROTC  program.  It  consists  of  two  parts ; 

Part  I,  language  lest,  with  verbal  analysis  and  ^0  same-q?poslte  Items; 
and  Pa^  II,  Mathematics  Teat,  with  >)>0  items,  mainly  of  the  computation 
type.  Time  Ijmit  is  13  minutes  for  each  part.  All  Items  are  multiple 
choice  and  the  scoring  formula  la  R  -  w/3.  A  special  answer  sheet  is 
provided  to  permit  scoring  by  the  Digitek  Optical  Scanner.^  OCT-3  was 
standardized  on  an  enlisted  input  sample  of  approximately  600  oases  tested 
at  Fort  Dlx,  N.  J.  during  the  first  week  of  Novamber  i960.  As  in  the  case 
of  OCT-1  end  OCT-2,  a  (qualifying  standard  score  of  II3  is  set  for  screening 
CCS  Input. 


Officer  Qualification  Inventory.  OQI-1 

OQI-1  was  developed  to  replace  the  Cfficer  Leadership  Qualification 
Inventory,  OLI-1,  as  a  leadership  screening  instrument  for  the  CCS  program. 
It  oantoins  l64  items,  m(Ost  of  which  were  selected  from  the  following  three 
source  Instruments,  with  minor  adaptation  for  CCS  input  whenever  necessary. 

1.  Inventory  of  Cadet  Aptitude,  whloh  was  research-validated  at  the 
US  Military  Academy  (USMA). 

2.  Classification  Inventory,  a  coobat  arms  selector  In  the  U.  3. 

Army  Classification  Battery. 

3.  Officer  Leadership  Qualification  Inventory,  OLI-1. 

The  major  empirical  key  in  OQI-1  was  derived  frcsn  the  Inventory 
of  Cadet  Aptitude;  the  cross -validity  coefficient  of  this  key  In  a  USMA 
sample  (Class  of  1967)  was  .30  utilizing  the  Aptitude  for  the  Service 
Rating  as  the  criterion,  and  .17  utilizing  a  motivation  criterion.  The 
instrument  was  standardized  on  an  enlisted  input  sample  of  approximately 
600  oases  tested  at  Fort  Knox,  Kentucky  during  the  first  week  of  February 
1967.  A  Q,uallfylng  raw  score  of  73  is  set  for  screening  OCS  input  (bottom 
4o  percent  eliminated).  As  in  the  case  of  OCT-3,  s  special  answer  sheet 
is  provided  to  permit  scoring  by  tbs  Digitek  Optical  Scanner. 


^Use  of  the  ocmmercial  title  of  a  product  la  in  tbs  interest  of  precision 
in  describing  the  instrument  and  does  not  constitute  Indorsement  by  the 
Department  of  the  Army. 


APPENDIX  B 


LOCATION  CF  OCS  mMlNINO  BC^S 
PARTICIPATINO  IN  THB  SURVEY 


Flrit  Utillad  Staf  e  kray 

Fort  Dix,  New  Jersey 
Fort  Devena^  Maesaohusetts 
Fort  Monmouthj  Nev  Jersey 
Fort  Hayes  i  Oitdo 

Third  United  States  Amy 

Fort  Ruoker;  Alabama 
Fo3rt  Campbell^  KentuolQr 
Fort  Bragg  I  North  Carolina 
Fort  Bennl^i  Georgia 
Fort  Jacks on^  South  Carolina 

Fourth  Uhlted  States  Amy 

Fort  Bliss ;  Texas 
Fort  Sill  I  Ol<:,laliaiia 
Fort  Polkj  Louisiana 
Fort  Sam  Houston,  Texas 
Fort  Hood,  Texas 

Fifth  United  States  Amy 

Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri 
Fort  Riley,  Katuas 
Fort  Leavenvorth,  Kansas 

Sixth  United  States  Army 

Fort  Ord,  California 

Fort  Lsvis,  Washington 

Fort  Kuachuca,  Arizona 

n?esldlo  of  San  Franoisoo,  California 
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APPENDIX  C 


1TSH3  IN  TEE  OCS  BQf^  REVIEW  FORM 
WITH  RESUUrS  or  ANALYSIS 

SECTION  II 

It«m  Zt  Some  appUaanti  bav*  b««n  aotuildered  by  008  Exmlnlng  Boards  to 
be  iaaatvure*  In  tte  oourae  of  an  jLntervlev,  wbat  dbaarvatlons  have  you 
nadt/  If  any;  that  led  you  to  believe  that  an  applioant  was  lunature? 

Reiponae 

Deflolenoiea  Noted;  ££e2ijfi&S£ 

Bxpreaelva  ability  (as  judged  by  128 

ability  to  exp'^saa  ideae  and  to 
formulate  oplnAona/ 

Oeneral  motivation  (at  judged  by  112 

future  goalB;  dbjeotlvee;  and  plane 
for  self  •Improvement ) 

Intelligence  (practical  judgment;  44 

reaioni^  ability  reflected  in 
discussing  problem  situations ) 

Background  factors  (education;  37 

experience;  age;  participation  in 
athletic  and  leadership  activities) 

Appearance  30 

Poise  and  self-confidence  29 

Specialized  knowledge  (current  events;  29 

military  affairs) 

Other  characteristics  ^response  36 

frequency  less  than  10) 

No  response  34 

TOtEAL  479 


Item  Sotoa  applioants  have  heeri  considered  by  OCS  lixaialning  Boards 
to  be  "poorly  motivated  for  OCS".  In  the  course  of  an  Intervlev,  vbat 
observations  have  you  made;  If  any,  that  led  you  to  believe  that  an 
applloant  was  deficient  In  motivation? 


Response 

Deflolenoles  Noted;  Frequency 

Applicants  express  no  desire  for  133 

OCS  (unable  to  give  a  reason; 
pressure  by  unit  CO;  Just  because 
q,uallfled  on  tests) 


Applicants  express  personal  or  126 

selfish  reasons  (pay;  prestige; 
privileges;  etc.) 

Applicants  uninformed  about  OCS  h6 

program;  branches  of  service;  and 
duties  of  officers 

lack  of  preparation  for  board  Interview  12 

(poor  dress ;  appearance) 

Other  reasons  (response  frequency  23 

less  then  10 ) 

No  response  37 

TOTAL  379 
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Item  if.  What  types  of  applicants  (recruits,  NCOs,  etc.)  are  most 
difficult  to  evaluate  In  the  course  of  the  board  interview?  Consider 


any  oases  on  which  there  is  generally  some  disagreement 
recommendations  made  by  individual  board  loembere. 

in  final 

ICvpes  of  Response  s 

Response 

Freausnoy 

Peroentase 

Recruits 

190 

66.4 

NCOS 

S9 

10.1 

Special  groups  (shy,  withdrawn 
Individuals,  etc.) 

23 

8.4 

No  group  difficult 

20 

6.9 

No  reaponee  or  unable  to 
oaopore 

24 

8.4 

TOTAL 

286 

100.2 

Item  For  what  applicante,  if  at^,  could  the  requirement  for  a  board 

interview  be  waived? 

Tvpee  of  Response: 

Response 

Precuency 

Fsroentuse 

Interview  should  not  bs 
waived  for  anyone 

171 

6o.O 

Interview  ahould  be  waived 
for  special  groups 

99 

34.6 

(1)  Personnel  with 
considerable  military 
service  and  demonstrated 
leadership  (senior  NCOs, 

Warrant  Officers) 

(2)  College  graduates  and 
professionals 

Interview  should  be  eliminated  6  2.0 


3A 


No  response 


10 

TOmL  286 


100.0 


SECTION  III 


Item  1.  Below  la  a  liet  of  oharactoristloe  or  qualities  which  can  to 
Bone  extent  be  otoaerved  and  evaluated  in  the  course  of  the  board  interview. 
Indicate  by  placing  a  check  mark  ( 7  )  the  appropriate  column  the  extent 
to  which  you  rely  on  each  charaoteristlc  in  determining  whether  an  appli¬ 
cant  (B-3  and  above)  bae  adequate  officer  potential. 


Response 

Preauency* 


Oeneral  Importance 


Appearance : 

Good  military  appearance 

153 

.54 

Physical  Coordination; 

Agllltyi  motivation  of  action 

6o 

.29 

Poise  and  Self-Confidence: 

Sure  of  himself 

229 

.81 

Interaction  with  Board: 

(1)  Active  participation 
during  interview 

202 

.71 

(2)  Cooperative  attitude 

141 

.50 

Expressive  Ability: 

Clarity  (clears  concise,  easy 
to  follow) 

235 

.05 

Tact: 

Saying  or  doing  what  is 
appropriate  without  giving 
unneceesary  offense 

68 

.31 

Aractlcal  Judgment: 

Sound  Judgment  in  discussing 
prcblea  situations 

229 

.81 

Understanding : 

Ability  to  understand 
instructions 

175 

.63 

Motivation  for  Military 

235 

.05 

Service  and  0C8 


^NUndier  of  respondents  who  indicated  that  they  relied  on  the  obaraoter- 
tstio  a  great  deal  in  evaluating  applicants.  . 
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Item  2.  Circle  belov  the  letter  of  the  two  characteristics  listed  in 
Item  1  above  which  are  most  difficult  to  evaluate  in  the  course  of  the 
board  interview. 


Characteristics 

Response 

Freauency 

Difficulty 
Index  (p -value 

a* 

Appearance 

k 

.01 

b. 

Physical  Coordination 

119 

.42 

c. 

Poise  and  Self-Confidence 

19 

.07 

d. 

Interaotion  with  Board 

18 

.06 

e. 

Expressive  Ability 

15 

.05 

f . 

Tact 

78 

.28 

6* 

Praotioal  Judgment 

98 

.55 

h. 

Understanding 

84 

•  30 

1. 

Motivation  for  Military 

124 

.44 

Service  and  CCS 
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Ij.  i'^Ti  L  l‘T 


Item  5.  What  additional  characterlaticB  do  you  rely  on  during  the  board, 
interviev  in  determining  whether  or  not  an  applicant  has  adequate  officer 
potential!  Indicate  which  one  ia  the  most  important. 


Response 


Types  of  Response 

Frequency 

General  motivation  (ambition, 
enthusiasm,  defined  plans  and 
goals  for  self-improvement) 

88 

Moral  integrity  (slnoerity, 
self-discipline,  sense  of 
responiiblllty) 

60 

Background  (education,  experience, 
extra-curricular  activities ) 

59 

Intelligence  (reasoning,  practical 

Judgment,  common  sense) 

U& 

Expressive  ability  (expressing  ideas 
and  opinions,  diction,  word  knowledge) 

28 

Specialized  knowledge  and  interests 

a.  Current  events  and  world  affairs 

2k 

b .  Military  matters 

22 

Other  obaraoterlstlcs  (response 
frequency  less  than  10 ) 

52 

No  response 

TOTAL 

koe 

22 


I 


Iten  4.  On  which  charactcrlatloii  mantloDed  In  Item  1  shove  would  you 
reljr  priosrlly  during  the  homrd  interview  In  detemlnlng  whether  or  not 
a  reoruit  (E-1)  has  adequate  officer  potential? 


Service  and  OCS 


Response 

Recruit  laportanoe 

CharaoteristloB 

Frequency 

Index  (p-^ue) 

j 

a. 

Appearanoe 

30 

.11 

1 

: 

.,5 

b. 

FhQraioal  Coordination 

6 

.03 

: 

. 

■% 

c. 

Poise  and  Self-Confidence 

93 

.33 

j 

1 

3 

4 

d. 

Interaction  with  Board 

43 

.16 

1} 

<1 

e. 

Ixpresslve  Ability 

105 

.39 

1 

1 

f. 

Tact 

9 

.03 

\ 

■j 

8* 

Practical  Judgment 

129 

.48 

3 

1 

1 

h. 

Understanding 

27 

.10 

k 

1 

7 

1. 

Motivation  for  Military 

131 

.37 

7 

SECTION  IV 

Item  1.  What  in  your  oplnloni  ia  the  primary  value  of  the  OCS  board 
Interview  in  screening  OCS  applicants? 


Types  of  Responae 

Interview  useful  (weeds  out 
obviously  unfit,  provides 
additional  information,  eto«) 

Interview  of  little  or  no  value 

No  response 

lOfQ^L 
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Response 

Frequency 

278 


4 

4 


286 


Percentage 

97.0 

1.5 

1.5 


100.0 


Item  2.  What  changes,  if  any,  would  you  recoaniend  in  board  interview 
procedures  to  IJTiprove  their  effeetivenees? 


Hasponoe 

Types  of  Reaponae  Frequency  Percentage 

No  changes  recantnended  117  4l>0 

Constructive  changes  recommended  1^4  ^.0 

Elimination  of  interview  recommended  4  1.^ 

No  response  11  3.5 

TOTAL  W  lo^ 

Response 

Oonatructlve  changes  recommended  in  Item  2  above  Frequency 

Changes  prior  to  board  interview: 

Better  selection  at  unit  level  62 

Processing  after  completion  of 

basic  training  or  later  6l 

Eliminate  pressure  on  i^uotaii  28 

Better  orientation  of  applicants  17 

TOTAL  168 

Changes  in  conduct  of  interview: 

Revision  of  Part  1  evaluations  38 

Review  of  individual  records  24 

More  Informal,  relaxed  atmosphere  23 

Revise  problem  situations  15 

TOTAL  100 

Changes  in  composition  of  board  and  schedule: 

Decrease  workload  28 

More  OCS  graduates,  field  grade  officers 

on  boards,  permanent  boards  20 

TOTAL  48 
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APPENDIX  D 


ILLUSTRATIONS  OF  DEFICIENCIES  NOTED  BY  OCS  EXAMINING  BQ/\RDS 
'MKEN  VERBATIM  FROM  THE  OCS  BOARD  REVIEW  PCRM 


General  Motivation 


Baaloally  vben  an  applicant  Is  asked  what  he  does  during  his  off-duty 
time  I  the  majority  of  replies  indicate  a  program  of  self -Improvement  both 
socially  an-'  academically.  However,  there  are  times  when  you  ask  an  appli¬ 
cant  this  r  lestlon  and  he  replies  "nothing". 

Not  sure  they  want  to  go  to  OCS.  Very  little  Idea  aa  to  what  they 
would  do  If  coomlsaloned. 

Undecided  on  present  status  euvd  future  plans. 

Lack  of  personal  objectives. 

Statements  such  aa  "I  want  to  be  an  officer  because  It's  easier  than 
being  an  EM". 

Some  seem  to  be  applying  only  because  of  pressure  from  cornnanders. 

Have  not  made  up  their  minds  as  to  what  they  want  out  of  life. 

Living  from  day  to  day  without  purpose  and  no  real  responsibility. 

Flighty  with  respect  to  their  goals  in  life. 


Expressive  Ability 

Unable  to  express  themselves  well  on  given  subjects  aa  they  haven't 
formed  any  Ideas  on  basic  Issues  which  mature  people  are  vitally  interested 
in. 

Inability  to  converse  or  project  his  personality  even  e^ter  a  wamup 
period. 


Inability  to  apesUc  on  subjects  of  general,  everyday  knowledge. 

Answering  of  questions  with  short  answers  such  as  yes  or  no  and  not 
being  able  to  explain  the  answers. 

Inability  to  express  hltoself  in  more  than  eighth  grade  vocabulary. 

Limited  or  no  views  on  opinion-type  questions  within  the  scope  of 
the  applicant's  knowledge. 
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Some  applicants  have  been  unable  to  discuss  any  subject  put  to  them; 
often  answering  in  phrases  or  relying  on  a  yes  or  no< 

Olvlng  answers  of  "I  don't  know"  or  "1  can't  really  say"  to  questions 
regarding  the  applicant's  own  opinion* 


Inability  of  applicant  to  express  mature  Judgment  whan  answering 
qtuestlons . 

Inability  to  follow  tbs  trend  of  thought  dictated  by  the  board. 

Opinions  on  Issues  not  based  on  reasonable  Judgment. 

unrealistic  views;  Judgments  which  nfleot  little  thouglrt. 

Inability  of  some  applicants  to  reason  or  understand  certain 
situations  which  they  face  daily. 

Offering  of  opinions  without  being  able  to  substantiate  them. 


Putting  high  value  on  material  concepts  while  ocnpletely  subjugating 
or  Ignoring  moral  and  ethloal  values. 

A  lack  of  sincerity. 

Record  of  connlaslon  of  minor  offenses. 

Have  had  two  or  more  charges  against  them  for  the  misuse  of  alooholio 
beverages  within  recent  months. 

Lacking  in  self -discipline. 

Lack  of  Integrity;  honesty;  and  loyalty. 


Background 


Age  and  experience  in  olvllian  life.  Almost  all  of  the  candidates  I 
see  are  from  basic  training  and  are  low  In  both  arsas. 

Demonsti’atsd  lack  of  sxpsrlsooe  in  uiscusslng  slmpla  situations; 
reactions  to  everyday  problems. 

The  new  soldiers  have  not  had  the  expsrlenoe  neuessary  to  evaluate 
their  leadership  abilities. 
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Lack  of  experience  associated  with  nge. 


Many  applicants  have  had  nunierous  unsuccessful  Jobs  and  have 
addltlomlly  flunked  out  of  college# 

Lack  of  any  past  indications  of  acceptance  of  responsibility* 

Insufficient  educational  background# 

Lljulted  worldly  background  due  mainly  to  home  life#  Little  traveled 
and  read# 

Limited  participation  in  ocmmunlty  or  extra-curricular  activities# 

Poise  and  Self-Confidence 

A  coaplete  void  of  any  self-confidence# 

Ill  at  ease# 

Applicant  finds  it  difficult  to  become  at  ease# 

Nervousness  before  the  board# 
lack  of  security  when  speaking. 

Unsure  of  himself;  easily  swayed. 

Little  oonfldenoe  in  ability  to  complete  OCS. 


■^jpeoialiaed  Khowledge 

Disinterested  in  current  events  as  opposed  to  comic  section  of 
newspapers . 

Unaware  of  current  events# 

Possessed  undeveloped  views  on  items  of  nations 1  and  international 
scope. 

lack  of  general  military  knowledge. 

They  have  little  knowledge  of  U.  U.  and  military  hlstoxy. 

'.'/hen  asked  about  certain  problem  areas  such  as  po'verty  program;  slum 
problems;  etc.;  on  which  most  applicants  could  converse  freely,  this  small 
group  would  not  know  anytliing  about  the  subject. 


Lack  of  knowl.-'dga  of  Army  programs;  and  policies. 


